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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

A PETITION FOR EXTENSION OF TIME has been filed, concunrently with 
this Amendment, extending the time for response to the Official Action one (1) 
month, from July 3, 2004. to August 3, 2004. 

In the Official Action mailed June 3, 2004, the Office has required 
restriction, under 35 U.S.C. §121, between the following groups of claims: 

1 ) Group I - claims 1 5-25, drawn to a semiconductor component, 
classified in class 257, subclass 471; and 

2) Group II - claims 26-28, drawn to a method of making a 
semiconductor component, classified in class 438, subclass 570. 

Withdrawal of this requirement for restriction is respectfully requested 
based upon the following remarks. 

Applicants first note that claim 15 has been amended to con-ect an 
inadvertent antecedents issue in the claim. No new matter has been entered into 
claim 15 as a result of this change. 

In requiring restriction, the Examiner characterizes the inventions of 
Groups I and II to be "related as process of making and product made." The 
Examiner then alleges that the product as claimed can be made by another and 
materially different process, such as sputtering an insulating layer. Insofar as the 
Office's position is understood, Applicants respectfully traverse same and 
request reconsideration for the following reasons. 
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More particularly, in making its suggestion, the Office appears to be 
ignoring the dose correlation between the product claims and the process 
claims. A close review of Groups I and II will reveal their origin in a sjogte 
inventive act > Group I claims define a semiconductor component capable of 
blocking voltages in a power electronics application with a smooth non-stepped 
curved surface which begins flat and curves outwanj and upward in a steadily 
increasing manner and with a metallic layer that directly follows the surface 
cun/ature and laterally extends the inner anode metallic coating. Group II claims 
define a method for making a semiconductor component that is capable of 
blocking voltages in a power electronics application that have a termination 
portion including a smooth, non-linearly curved surface. When viewed together 
Group I and II are describing the same discovery, each embodying essentially 
the same steps and limitations. It is Applicants' position that the claims define 
subject matter that is so related and so dependent that good judgment dictates 
their inclusion in one application. 

The Examiner's suggestion that the product of Group I could be made by 
a process of sputtering an insulating layer on the substrate, ignores the 
underlying goals and the problems solved by the Applicants' discovery. 
Applicants have discovered that if a termination portion of an inner anode 
metallic coating comprises a profile that is complementary to the profile of the 
insulator, I.e., having a shape which begins flat, but curves outward and upward 
in a steadily increasing manner along with the insulator (Figs. 3a-4a) the peak 
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values of an electric field that is generated during operation of the semiconductor 
component can be blocked and thereby avoided. This structure and its function 
are absent from the prior art. 

The alternative method suggested by the Examiner is an inferior and 
inoperative substitute, vyrhich is Incapable of yielding the same or similar 
structure. In particular, known sputtering methods do not rely upon exposing a 
second layer through a mask, which then changes in its gray-tone value in 
accordance with a course of curvature of a curved surface of at least one 
insulator profile, or that Is subsequently structured to form at least one resist 
remainder having a curved surface. Furthermore, conventional sputtering 
methods do not utilize a.dry-etching pnscess for the removal of the structured 
second layer and the insulator layer over a wide surface so as to transfer the 
shape of the at least one resist remainder into the insulator to form at least one 
insulator profile around the anode and having the cun/ed surface. These steps of 
the instant method yield the unique structure defined by claim 1 5. and are simply 
unknown in the art of conventional sputtering methodology, contrary to the 
suggestions of the Examiner. 

Applicants also traverse the Examiner's requirement for restriction since it 
is apparent that the unitary Inventive thread common to Group 1 and Group II is 
the creation of an inner anode metallic coating with a profile that has a shape 
which begins flat, but curves outward and upward in a non-linearly curved 
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manner along with the insulator In a semiconductor component. This single 
concept is common to both groups artificially created by the Examiner. 

In requiring restriction, the Examiner also notes the inventions are 
classified in different classes and sub-classes, thus alluding to the fact that the 
inventions would involve divergent fields of search. However, as the Examiner is 
well aware such a factor, per se, is not a basis for determining distinctiveness in 
accordance with MPEP 806. Furthermore, It is respectftjlly submitted that there 
is nothing in 35 U.S.C. §121 that gives the Patent Office the authority to require 
restriction between different statutory dasses of claims unless the claims cover 
"independent and distinct inventions." It is respecthilly submitted that the 
statutory requirements, not having been met here vis-^-vis Groups I and II 
respectively, the Examiner should withdraw the requirement for restriction and 
provide Applicants with an action on the merits of the single invention defined by 
claims 15-28. 

It should also be noted that restriction requirements as prescribed by 35 
U.S.C. §121 are discretionary with the Examiner, and in view of the foregoing 
remarlcs, the restriction requirement should be withdrawn. 

In summary therefore. Claims 15-25 and 26-28 are believed to be 
directed, respectively, to a single invention. However, so as to t>e fully 
responsive Applicants provisionallv elect to prosecute Group I. i.e. Claims 15-25 . 
directed to a semiconductor component, and it is further requested that, without 
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further action thereon, Claims 26-28 be retained in this application pending 
disposition of the application, and for possible filing of a divisional application. 

An action of the merits is respectfully requested. In the event there are 
any fee deficiencies or additional fees are payable, please charge them (or credit 
any overpayment) to our Deposit Account No. 04-1679. 

If a telephone conference would be of assistance in advancing 
prosecution of the above-identified application, Applicant's undersigned Attorney 
invites the Examiner to telephone him at 717-237-5516 . 





Registration No. 36.427 
Customer No. 000041396 
DUANE MORRIS LLP 
305 North Front Street 
P.O. Box 1003 
Harrisburg. PA 17108-1003 
(^17)237-5516 
swapicelli@duanemorris.com 
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